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J U D G M E N T

This appeal was considered on the record from the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia and on appellant’s brief.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2); D.C.
Cir. Rule 34(j).  It is

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the district court’s order filed February 21,
2014 be affirmed.  Contrary to appellant’s argument, the judges and court officials he
sued are entitled to absolute judicial immunity despite his allegation that they acted
“extra-judiciously.”  See Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, 12-13 (1991) (“If judicial immunity
means anything, it means that a judge will not be deprived of immunity because the
action he took was in error or was in excess of his authority.” (internal quotation marks
and ellipses omitted)).  Moreover, there was nothing improper about the district court’s
sua sponte dismissal, see 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B); Best v. Kelly, 39 F.3d 328, 331
(D.C. Cir. 1994), nor is there any basis for concluding the district court judge acted out
of retaliation or favoritism.

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this disposition will not be published.  The Clerk
is directed to withhold issuance of the mandate herein until seven days after resolution
of any timely petition for rehearing or petition for rehearing en banc.  See Fed. R. App.
P. 41(b); D.C. Cir. Rule 41.
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